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Ellen RcbinsOn
11k,,,,,,, • Whole~al. Marko..

April Ib, 1998

Mr. Mark l'elefson
President - Westcm Region
~400 'nland Empire Boulevard
Sui~ 201
OIIW'io, CA 91764

Dear Mark:

TO 1909d8l0J73 P.~l

GTE Nm.onc SIlrvices

Thislc:ncr is in rcspome 10 your cwrespondc:llced~March 20,1998. Each of the illSU8S
you described an: addressed below.

Pro"fisioning

On April 3. 1998 GTE~~vesmet with John Boersma 3Ild you 10 review a revised
process for provisioniDg. Larry Waltxm, Director' Service FolfilbneM, explained !he
VIVID p~ures..hid>. w,,", implCl1l<llltcd J...l week. Besinninc Monday, April 13,
VIVID begilll confirming orders. idelltify jeopardy and reparting on achieved commitments
- jcoPilldy and dne daleS missed clue to GTE or MGC lenons. VIVID wilJ. report
JeopuWes 10 ll>e NOMe for NOMe reochcduling of the jeopardy. A report win be
released daily and will be modified as industIy standards are developed. GTE will confirm
=WQ bASed on !he VIVlD cCl\W repo"". & !Any nplained, the VIVID eenler is llIl
internal work group which is responsible for coordinatin& tbc provision;", proceu. ThO}'
&l'e not inll\lldlld 10 be a cuslomer eOlll8CI point; yOW' established contacts will remain the
same. Additionally. all DAC·FAC activity wl1l~ bmOlcd by oW' ODlllrio office. This
work group will ha~ tllc training lIe>CCSsary to eflieimtly process UNE orders. As qsecd,
MCC will continue to provide GTE :lo li.&t of ord<:rr. including the due dare ..hen possible.
10 cnsw:e we are capturing all order act.i';;ty.

Mark Heit7m&n, MlID38e1 - NOMe, proVided tile statu& on issues related to NOMC order
processing. The NOMC representatives were also tr2ined on VIVID procedurc:3la.st week.

-~" ..,.__.,-
- - - - - 0' ~.~._._."_,.
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Mr. M.arlc PClCr.lOl1

April 16, 1998
Page 2

TO

~c: ."'fIb will ~nsWt: a 6ubaUllliai itupn)vc:ment in our proTisi0Din5 ",sui..; .. foUow up
meeting will be held ill May 10 tevi_ results for April.

aTE', Due Date Poli~

~esi2le:

GTE "'ill provide the RInt: due datcl; for my IlIld all =ale: sc:rviCllS 0l'CIered by I CLEC
'"lth th<; ..n1o .me date that a GTE retail cnd user NCaives in a. givon seographiCII IZUfor
like and companble services. These due dates do Del{ apply to llDy Unbtmd1cd Network
Element (UNE) service.

UNE z."op Inst4UiniClfllTlt,rvau - No Fidel VLrit:

GTE will provide il3 day standard interval for all UK unbundled loo~ providing
POTS for cODv=ionsw~ a field visit is 110\ lOquitod. S~datd inl.etVals quoted will be
based on busineis days from application dale to compledon date. UNE loops providing
advanced services, i.e. OS1,ISDN. etc iII receive: due dates equal to Jjke and similar
.spcc;ial "'rvices provided to G'I'E c:ncl or.>.

UNE Leop 11IStaIlaZion llUe1'llDh • F~1dVuu:

GTE will use the dne dille provided by Due Da1c Manag.:r wben Available for all UNE
rors loope not behind pair ~D ~vioes. IfDue Dallo Manasa- is nOl available in a si""o
area, a default of a 5 busiDess day interVal will be used.

GTE will provi~ .. 5 cso.y stancbnl. interVal for UNE POTS loops served from a pair gain
device whote facilities axe available.~ existing physical or unive:fSalloop carrier
docs not exist. GTE wilillotif:y ClJlC witbln 48 hours of~pI qf the order. The CLEC
may opl to use the BFR. process, a monthly recurring clwge. or cancel the order.

Tho UN!: loop bohincl pair Sam proc:~ i.s eJ1dosed for your ~j2W.
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Mr. M~rlc Pet.oB,<>ll
April 16. 1998
Page 3

TO

GTE bas declined to dQclose 10 MGC !be loeanOll of pair gllin facilities within the =wOlt
because this infortnlllion is not available an II global basis. The iafonnation becames
available on a circuit by circuit basis ooly wbUl the LSR. i5 received in the NOMe.

The NOMe service~~tive validates wbetber lI1e paniwlar UNl: loop xequesled is
served behind apal! gain. 'This data is availabla on a CSR for California llCCOWl15 ooIy and
is Identified 85 a "070003: CXS DCOJ;SYS2:CXR" record on "CSR. However. some
training may be required to uncl=1lIlIlI the intonnation provided CD the CSR.

GTE has invcsti&lIlCd MGe's request 10 p-ovidc data on a global basis. The dala is DOl

available. mvestigation has n:vealed that the 50= of W: dala i3 available in MARK but
would n:quirc ptOeram modificabOlls to tetrieVl: 011 a global basis. GTE IeqUi:es 53 to 55
thouS8llcl clollm to dQ an Order Of Magnitude (OOM) to dell!nniue lotal casu; to provide
data MGC ia l'C<JUcatint;. tf MGC is intc:resllOd in p"ying tor lIII OOM review, GTS will
""nsidcr tht: review.

GTE is IDVllSugating t!Ic possibility of providing SAG d",-base infonnarion to MGC.

1

Tbis process is supe:seded by the implemenlilIion of VIVID procedures,

NllIl.Rp;urring Chams

The adaption of lhc AT&T apemeDt by MOC is all incIusin:, While GTE QIlIlOl

n:nceotillle pieces of the llglCX'lIxnt. W<: will det<lmrine~ legal iII1d ~gula1oI)' flcxibility
relative to renegotiating a new I:OQlI:aCt. .

Int.pjmTncl,*!,' yd Me- =! of MGC LOllI! Orden CO en:

"

We an:: committed 10 providing qua1ity JerviC'e to our cUSlOmeos and apprcciBte your
willingness to wnrk with ,.. to achic\'e that loa!· [f you wish my clarificalion of the
information provided.p~ t:eDtac:lllle at (S().5) 372·g845.

Ellen Robioson

tlK:lllIl
BncloSUIe
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UNE Loops Sea ,cd From a GTE Pair Gain Localiuu (Rt:lllUlc:),
March 4, 1998

GTE wiD use the following process far provisioning of UNE Loops bebind • paiT gain
fal:ility:

I. GTE will first use aU available, spIIe physical or pair gain facilities to \l1'OvisiOll iIIIY
l.I .Fr. ""'ltle~r for .lJNF. Inn!'.

2. Upon GnUu~t of all available spares. GTE will notify CUiC of the lac:k of fac;ilities,
using the Jeop8ll1y Report.

3. CLEC may choose to cancel the pendinr order or issue a bonafide ~Uelt (BFR) to

GTE to constrUct ptit gtiD facilities to compltte the provisioning of the UNE loop. III both
eases, CLEC mnst notify the NoMe of their inwlt by the: n&e of a Supplement31LSR

4. CI.EC will provide a BFR to theirAccount~. ~ ru:cipt of the BFR.. the
GTE Account MIIl'IqU will pm'ide to CLEC • price quote IIId due date for iDstallatioD at
a D-4 cballDel banIc or simi12r pair gain for UNE loops. The price quote will be provided
witbiD 30 days of reaipt of a valid P.FR.

~. eu;.c may choose to accept or~ theBFR~. If rejected, tIuo peDdiDg =vice
ordel(s) for UNE loops for that particular servin~ location will be cana:kd.

6. Ifa.EC clwolle8 to aw:pt the BFR propoaal, em:; will COIlSttul;t the pair gain an<l
notlfy CLEC or the new UNE Loop ,ervice order due date by the IWl of the IOlUpllltly
process. The ellle D-4 channel bank or pair pin will be dedicated 10 the CLEC foe its
own UJe. GTE will keep 85si£ll=nt control and will OWll. maintain and repair the D-4
~f.,Qlity.

7. When the avllllallle pair gain tllcilities tbr the dedlcated CLBC poIiJ Jain IIJl> ",.}JZW>l<u.

GTE will follow the above described procedure to notify CLEC.

As an alternative to the BFR prooess, wbae the Q.EC would pay for an entire clwmel
b8llk, lIIld it would thCll be doodiClllN fur L1Kil: UK, on i. wil1i1ll; W uff"r tbe option ~ a
Monthly~ Charge (MRC) for UNE loops behind pair gaini.

A bcuefit of the MRC optiOll to the Cl.EC wouid be that the time frame to process II BFR
would be oliIDinatllCi There would be no dedicated banks for the~C. therefOR, iD
ll'lllDy in.umces, fllCiIi~ wuulu be ...lIihl1J1e, ... OTE ....\NIu WUW1VI ~. g..w nn aorJ ~~
beet efforts to install pair pin in adv8DCe of anticip3led service orden. Tn some CIUC$,
th.c:n: may be delays in jlIl)visioning due to tbe ti= frame n=dcd to orW:r and iD&tall pair
gain, similar to G'IE reWl eDd users wIIo onler 'Jlecial services provided rJuu the pair gain.

~~-_._------ -------------
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AI, additional benefit to the CUC would be th" flexibility thai rhe MRC proee4ure
lIIould allow the a,EC. The CUiC could add and subtr.lct UNE loops by pair gain
100000ion without having to invest dollars up front prior to ordering the loops.

The MRC charge for UNE loops will vary by ~laM. This charge vlllies from around S9.00
[0 S16.00. lb~ charge will be added by the NOMe to every UNE loop $C1"(ed behind pair
gain. if the CLEC chooses 10 use this proeess in lieu of the BFR process. Tbc CLEC will
be notified on the Local Service ConfirmatiOIl (1.SC) Qf me Mite unlil ~uch time a~ the
CLEC has tile capability III identify end U£eA served by pair gain locatioll5 during the
preotder process. The MRC on Ihe LSC will allow the CIJ!C to accept or cancel lhe
3~rvi" order prior [0 pzovisionin5'

on: is offering lbe CLEC the option of either I) the BFR pucc:ss to pay tor ins1allatiOll of
dedicalcd pair gains to save the UNE loops, or 2) the use of an MRC for all loops behind a
pair gaUl. GTE is nol willing to offer this option based upon location. This option is
CLEC .pecific.

Should the CLEC choose the MRC process. GTE wollld need a few weeks to implement
the complete p~\lre.

.'

_ _._-_ .._ _._---_._-----------
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• Federal Communications Commission

Before the
Federal Communications Commission

Washington, D.C. 20554

FCC 99-48

In the Matters of )
)

Deployment of Wireline Services Offering )
Advanced Telecommunications Capability )

)

CC Docket No. 98-147

FIRST REPORT AND ORDER AND
FURTHER NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING

By the Commission: Commissioner Furchtgott-Roth dissenting in part and issuing a statement;
Commissioner Powell concurring in part and issuing a statement; Commissioner Tristani issuing a
separate statement.•
Adopted: March 18, 1999

Comment Date:
Reply Comment Date:

June IS, 1999
July IS, 1999

Released: March 31, 1999

.'
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•

construct their own connecting transmission facilities. 71 We sought comment on any additional
steps we might take so that competitive LECs are able to establish cross-connects to the
equipment ofother collocated competitive LECs.

33. Vie now revise our rules to require incumbent LECs to permit collocating carriers .
to construct their own cross-connect facilities between collocated equipment located on the
incumbent's premises. No incumbent LECs objected specifically to permitting competitive LECs
to provision their own cross-connect facilities. Although we previously did not require incumbent
LECs to permit collocating carriers to construct their own cross-connect facilities, we did not
prevent incumbent LECs from doing SO.72 Several competitive LECs raise the issue of delay and
cost associated with incumbent LEC provision of cross-connect facilities, which are often as
simple as a transmission facility running from one collocation rack to an adjacent rack. 73 We see
no reason for the incumbent LEC to refuse to permit the collocating carriers to cross-connect
their equipment, subject only to the same reasonable safety requirements that the incumbent LEC
imposes on its own equipment.74 Even where competitive LEC equipment is collocated in the
same room as the incumbent's equipment, we require the incumbent to permit the new entrant to
construct its own cross-connect facilities, using either copper or optical facilities, subject only to
the same reasonable safety requirements the incumbent places on its own similar facilities. 75

Moreover, we agree with Intermedia that incumbent LECs may not require competitors to
purchase any equipment or cross-connect capabilities solely from the incumbent itself at tariffed
rates. 76

34. Equipment Safety Requirements. In the Advanced Services Order and NPRM, we
tentatively concluded that incumbent LECs may require that all equipment that a new entrant
places on its premises meet safety requirements to avoid endangering other equipment and the
incumbent LECs' networks.77 Certain performance and reliability requirements, however, may not

71

72

Id.

47 C.F.R. § 51.323(h)(l).

73 See e.spire Comments at 25-26; ICG Comments at 16-20; Intermedia Comments at 27-28; Texas PUC
Comments at 8; Allegiance Comments at 4.

See infra para. 36.

75

76

See Level 3 Comments at 12.

See Intermedia Comments at 38.

77 Advanced Services Order and NPRM at para. 134. Incumbent LECs generally require that equipment
collocated at their premises complies with BeHcore's Network Equipment and Building Specifications (NEBS).
These specifications, which tend to increase the cost ofequipment, include both safety requirements (NEBS Level
I), such as fire prevention specifications, and performance requirements (NEBS Levels 2 and 3).

20

........._-_......_-



• Federal Communications Commission FCC 99-48

•

be necessary to protect LEC equipment.78 Such requirements may increase costs unnecessarily,
which would lessen the ability of new entrants to serve certain markets and thereby harm
competition.. We tentatively concluded that, to the extent that incumbent LECs use equipment
that does not satisfY the Bellcore Network Equipment and Building Specifications (NEBS)
requirements, competitive LECs should be able to collocate the same or equivalent equipment.
We further tentatively concluded that incumbent LECs should be required to list all approved
equipment and all equipment they use.79

35. We conclude that, subject to the limitations described herein, an incumbent LEC
may impose safety standards that must be met by the equipment to be collocated in its central
office. First, we agree with cornmenters that NEBS Level I safety. requirements are generally
sufficient to protect competitive and incumbent LEC equipment from harm.so NEBS safety
requirements, originally developed by the Bell Operating Companies' own research arm, are
generally used by incumbent LECs for their own central office equipment, so we conclude that
NEBS adequately address the safety concerns raised by incumbent LECs when competitors
introduce their own equipment into incumbent LEC central offices.s' We reject SBC's argument
that equipment safety and performance standards should vary from location to location and that
no general rules of applicability should be imposed.s2 While we agree that equipment safety
standards are important to protect incumbent LEC central offices, we also believe that as a matter
of federal policy, there should be a common set of safety principles that carriers should meet,
regardless of where they operate. We agree with those cornmenters that contend that NEBS
requirements that address reliability of equipment, rather than safety, should not be used as
grounds to deny collocation of competitive LEC equipment.s3 Thus, an incumbent LEC may not

" Id. at para. 135.

79 In the Advanced Services Order and NPRM, we suggested that equipment reliability standards may be
better left to the mutual agreement of the competitive LEC, its customers, and its equipment providers. By
requiring competitive LECs to satisfY NEBS performance requirements, on top of NEBS safety requirements,
competitive LECs may be compelled to engage in unnecessary, costly, and lengthy testing which could delay
competitive LECs' ability to provide advanced services. Advanced Services Order and NPRM at para. 135 n.253.
See e.spire Comments at 28 (allowing incumbent LECs to impose NEBS performance requirements imposes
"unreasonable, costly and burdensome" requirements on competitive LECs).

80 See MCI Worldcom Comments at 62 (competitive LECs "must be given a level of certainty with respect to
acceptable equipment"); Sprint Comments at 13; AT&T Comments at 78.

" See Covad Comments at 25; AT&T Comments at 78; Sprint Comments at 13; Allegiance Comments at 4;
DATA Reply at 22; Intermedia Comments at 37.•

81

82

See Advanced Services Order and NPRM at para. 134.

See SBC Comments at 18-19.

21
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refuse to pennit collocation of equipment on the grounds that it does not meet NEBS
perfonnance, rather than safety, requirements.8

•

FCC 99-48

36. Second, we conclude that, although an incumbent LEC may require competitive
LEC equipment to satisfy NEBS safety standards, the incumbent may not impose safety
requirements that are more stringent than the safety requirements it imposes on its own equipment
that it locates in its premises.85 Because incumbent LECs generally have been setting their own
rules for the safety standards that collocating carriers must adhere to, we need to adopt measures
that reduce incentives for discriminatory action. We agree with commenters' suggestion that an
incumbent LEC that denies collocation of a competitor's equipment, citing safety standards, must
provide to the competitive LEC within five business days a list of all equipment that the
incumbent LEC locates within the premises in question, together with an affidavit attesting that all
of that equipment meets or exceeds the safety standard that the incumbent LEC contends the
competitor's equipment fails to meet.86 We fmd that absent such a requirement, incumbent LECs
may otherwise unreasonably delay the ability of competitors to collocate equipment in a timely
manner. For example, without this requirement, incumbents could unfairly exclude competitors'
equipment for failing to meet safety standards that the incumbent's own equipment does not
satisfy, or may unreasonably refuse to specify the exact safety requirements that competitors'
equipment must satisfy .

• d. Alternative Collocation Arrangements

(1) Background

•

37. In the Advanced Services Order and NPRM, we made several tentative
conclusions and sought comment on issues raised by ALTS in its petition contending that the
practices and policies that incumbent LECs employed in offering physical collocation impeded
competition by imposing substantial costs and delays on competing carriers for space and
construction of collocation cages.87 Based on the record submitted in this proceeding, we now
adopt several of our tentative conclusions related to the provisioning of collocation space in
incumbent LEC premises.

38. In the Advanced Services Order and NPRM, we tentatively concluded that we
should require incumbent LECs to offer collocation arrangements to new entrants that minimize

See supra n.79 and accompanying text.

" See Covad Comments at 24-25; Qwest Comments at 55; AT&T Comments at 78; DATA Reply at 22;
Illinois c.c. Comments at 9-10; Sprint Comments at 13; KMC Comments at 15.

86 See Covad Comments at 25 (only with such a procedure in place "will [competitive] LECs be able to know
if they are receiving discriminatory treatment"); AT&T Comments at 78; Sprint Comments at 13.

87 Advanced Services Order and NPRM at paras. 136-44. See AT&T Comments at 79.
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